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General debate (continued)

1 -

1. The CIIIRMAN asked the Commirsion to contilnue the ganer.! .o

L
-

nsasures of inmplementation.

ob) Beid the aguestion of meteures of iwm-lementation

N

2. Mr, FAMADEN (Bgr
Youched upon tho most delicatc mornct of the pictecticn of humen rights, for
the covenant would prove ineifective wituout gunctions of some kind.

3. Como dclegetioms ned nrged bl tue right of petitlun should be
granted ‘o individuslg end cooaniwniions es8 vall s Lo Siwter; ot rignta
agranted through an intsrnatiional instroment, in orfer to bo effective, must of
necesgity imply the right to bring & cemplaint not only vefors the Stete of
whick the injured person wag a pationzl but Lefors the interpaticuel coummunity
as well, Other delegations had thought, however, tirt the Commission should
proceed cautiously, for feer cf giving 1ise to false hopes which could not be
realized, The Lueyptisn delegation wae not oppomed in principle to the
granting of the =iaht of netition to orginizetions and individuals, but feli
et the wissr course at that time would be to edont the Joint Unlted Kingdenm
tnd Unlted Stuten nreoposal to Limlt the wight of petition to Statoe. el
oxtond the right of petition et that early stage might give rise tc abuses,
regerdless of vhether effective screvening machiney, were esiablished or nob.

4

in the becdy of the ccvenant . It hed beon e¢lleped thet a separate protocol,

oo

. His delegation also favoured tno inserticn of neauurss of dmploaont b o
binding only upon tle States which eignel it. would sermit v larger numver of
States to ratify the covenant., Thet ,rscedure, however, would deprive the
covenant of the machinery necezrcry to fusure its cxecuticn, and reduce its

5¢0D8 . It nighv aleo encouregs Svotes to attempt teo clrcuwmvent its proviglions.

f5 . With regard
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= With regard to the specliic measures of jmplementetion to be adonted,
seme delegstions, thinking that States. should executs the cavenant ¢ they saw
“it, 4Ald not contemplate the estadlishment of intsinational machinery to sce that
1ieg Fulfilled their obligations under the covenant, Thay believed “habt bman
rights tell within the competence of the State itsel’, in nccordance with
rrticle 2, p&ragraph 7, of the Chater, and that any internmational machinery for
implemsntation ~# the covenant would tlhevefore be o violabticon of L. v,
5, Other delegations sald that machinery should be set up wheveby the
international communlty would see tha’t Statag carried out the provisions of the
coverlant. The Tgyntian representative supnorted the Frensh delegation's
propesal that a permanernt body sionld s estehlished Tor that purpose., The
French proposal also provided thet thoe merbers of that body, should be anpointed
by thke Internaticnal Court of Justice. “hat would lend greater weight to its
decigions, as its wembers would T2 free from political intlience. The
United Kingdom and Urited 3tates picponal to create an ad hoc body, however, did
not have that adveniess to recommend it.
7. Fis delegatiom favoursd limlting the right of petition to Governments
at that time snd wonld sunport the Trench propocal for measures of implementation,

wiiich it wished to see included in the covenant.

8. The CHAIRMAN asked the Commission te declds whether it approved the
establishment of ad hoc bodies to comsider violati~ns of human rizhts alynz the.
lines o the Jjoint United Kingdom and Unlteéd Gtates wroposal (m/oor.b/hiiy,

That proposal was rejected by 7 votes to 5, with 1 « ::3tention.

g, Mr. AZXCUL (Lebaron) nointed out that o hod sulmitiod a pror ol
concerning the right of petitlon (R/CN.L/4I2). Hs thousht therefore that the.
Commission should nnt vote on the: powers or scope. ol the “ermanent body to bhe

established until hig provosal was discussed.
10. Mre. MTHTA (India) obearv-d.that the Trdxcn proposals were still before

the Commission and asksd that a voitr sheuld be taken on whether the Commlssion

wighed to sct wn 2 permanent body,

/1l. The CIAIRMAN
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11, The CRATRMAN asked the Commission to decide whether it approved the
proposal te establish & permenent hody to consider violations of humen rights.

The proposal was adcpted by 7 votes to €, with 1 abstention.

17, ire, MEHTA (India) thought the Cormission should decide in principle
who should be granted the right of petition. In the light of that decision, a
drafting group could vort out detailed prowosals sor the Commission's considera-

tion.

13. "Mr. CASSIN (France) said the Commlssion should decide who should be

granted the r»ight of petition in the initial covenent on -humran rights.

1, Mr. AZFOUL (Lebenon) caid his delasgation had explained why it thought
the right of petition should be granted to certein non-govermmentel orgonizations
but i the Commission felt that such ¢ provision would mak: it 1ossible for
meny Stetes to retily the covenant, he would not press hiis suggestion. He still
believad the covenant should contain some provision to that effect, ond, if the
Commission agreed to take up the matter in commexicn witl the ¢unestion of o

separate motocol, he would withdrow his amencdnent.

15, The CHAIRMAN thought ths Commission should first vote on what it

wished to include in the covenant.

16. Mrs. MERTA (India) sald that she would re-introduce the Lebanese
umendment if 1t weve withdrawn, because sbe felt that 1t would be dangerous to
limit the riglit of petition to Govermments at that stage. - Such & limitation
might deter smaller States Trom exercising the right teo its fullest extent.
Furthermore, the right of petition should be granted only to certain qualiried
non-governmental organizations. The fact that States and the Fconomic and
Social Council would be empowered, under the provisions of the Lebanese amendment
to decide which organizations would be consideved ccmpetent to bring complaints

should provide an adequate safeguard against abuse of the right of petltion.

1. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) agreed with the repreosentative of India. I the
Lebanesé_representative withdrew his amendment, the Uruguayan delegation would

adopt it.
/18, The Commiszion
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o7 The Ccmmission wms dratting a covenﬁnt which wouid be presented to
Statas Tor ratification; once it had beea TOuJ ied the Coigad Lrsion ERC R

poverless to anmend it. He therefore could not understend vhy thke Commission

A aeonline itself to taking a decision on the granting of the right of
petition et that stage in ite delibsrations. The Commission should %ske & vinal
‘_décisién on the gquestion of the rigit of petition.
19. He thought the uroblem wold be simolifiea iv the Comalssion voted firet

on whether the right of petition should be grunted to certain non-governmental

orgaazbatlons, and then on vhetuer the right of net tirn ebnanld Yo oranted to
individunls.
ﬁﬁ@. _ The CHAIRMAN thought it should he bDorns in mind thatl *le covenant was

~to be only the firest in & series of ﬁocuments spelling out the r;ghns which had
been ﬂroclanmed by the Declaration. bhﬁ had understond tle Trench representatlivel
suggestion to mean that the Commtscmon ahould decide whether it felt that the

right of petition in the first,covenant 1t dratted should be limited to States.

~1. Mr. SORTNSON \Dennark) suggested that 1t might clarirs the sttoatio- AT
the Comm*ssion decided whether it wished to consider the ¥ -ench proposal |
(/=1 .5/%57) as the basic WOrking text. As 1t had decidsd in favour of &
rexranent body, tinst would seem the logical thiny Lo Js.

or, The next questlon was the right of petition. The FPrench proposel did
not rile out the Lebanese suggestion ov the idea of a supplementary protocol. The
Comniission therefore could considor the question of Jtaterto-Siate complaints in
the light of thz Freanch proncsal firsl, and then take up the questidn of the rizhv
of ngan-governmental sreganizations to preacgent cemplaints. It misht also consider
draving up a cp elfic protocol to egrant individuals the right of petitlon.

23, He thought, however, thut it would Ha bettor to vele on a concrete text

rather than on sbstract vrinciples.
2h. The CHATRMAN pointed out that the cusltomar:y prec:iure was to dlscuss

proposals in the order in which they had been suvbnitted. The Commission could,

however, wroceed as it saw fitv.

/75, M. CASSIW
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£5. Mr. CASSIN (Frence) thought the Denieh praposal was logizcl. Tf that

wes not adepted, he would move that the Commiesion should vote on whether the
firat covenant 1t drafted should grant Stateoo the right of vetitlon, and then cn
vhether the right of petitlon should be included in the covenant itmelf.

20, The questions ralsed by the Indlen delegation (E/CN.4/L50) had been
rngJered, and the Commiseion must drew the logical conclusioms from 1t

decleions.

Y liv, VAIPNZUELA (Chile) eurported the Menish provosal, which would
eneble the Commlssion to reach e final decisicn,

28, ~ The Commission would have to decide the important quostion ralsed by
the Tebanese amendmeut, which had buen susported by the renressntatives of
India and Urugvay, for hwmen rixhts wvonld be sorely curtalled if the right of
petition were limited to Sletes. He ora cowld fall te recognlze that to zrant
the State a mononoly on the »rotorticn of huuen rizbts woull necessarily limit
the extent of that nrotecticn. ‘

29. He understood the ftechaizal Alfficulties which weuld nrise if the
right of potiticn wore extended to Individuals und non~goverrmental organiza-
tions, Moreover, certain injustices would occur Insamuch as the citizens of
totalltarian States rould not be likely to brinz éomplaints fer fear of re-
prlsals, vheresg thz citizens of democretic States ould not be restrained. by
sny osuch Tears, The Lebanese amendment nrovided Tor sderuate limltahione on
the non-governmental crgzenizations vhich would be empowered to bring comnlaints,
Certain groups which called themselves non-zovernmental organizatlons, bub
vhiich were in reallty controlled by totalitarian powers, ould thur be nre-
vented from sbusing the rigsht of retition.

30. In e)rite of thoss difficulties, if the extension of the right of
petition would wromote democratic instituticnn, it should be adomted, and he

uraed the Commission to consider the Lebanose amendment Tavourably.

3. Miss BOVIE (Unitad Kinzdem) said thnt she cowld not support the
Denish prornsal. The Commissicn sbrtld firet decide on the liults of the
right to complaints and vetiticns. Thnt decislon would have a dlrect bearing

upon the etructure and functione of the orcen which was to be esteblished,

/22, The dengers


file:///rould
http://non-government.nl

E /CN h/uP 178
Page &

32, The densers Yo which the Chilean roprecentative had referred vhile
disouseing the extension of the rigab 0 ~omnlaints or vetitions were very
~much in the minds of the Coumission's members, In & thorouphlv demo:ratic
vorld thero would be no doubl e3 to the desirebility of not lim'ting tlie
right to patition to States. At mresent, hovever, there exished a world at
var sgelingt the demo-ratic Stated, Ixnerience hed made it a foregoms conclnr-
gion that the forcea meling war on tlie democracies would inevitaply abuss the
riaht of 1ndividual netttions to Turthe: thei:r attennt at breaking dovm the
demesratic machinery}v The Comiesion's o"n.ﬂ?st *?;crienue furniehed sufle
ficient proof. At the present stese, thorefore. 1t would not be advisable
to granﬂ the right to petitionn to auyoue Lutb Satos, ani she woull vobe

againgt any such promcsals,

3. Mre. NEIi’l‘A (India) 32l that the fact that t:c dcmocracies would
gu fer in the WCD%O 1ndit°beﬁ Ly ths Chilean and United Kingdom representatives

wvag8 unavoilasble, If all States -ere lamerrvetsic, t:vrs vould be ns need feor

(900

the dreft conVéntion, and hrmen righte would be mrotected everywhers. The
Comeiseion should do what 1% conéidered rizht. Ton-governmental organlzations
could play = usefui paft in allevieting violationg of men rights, snd a pro-
vision granting them Lhe rizht to DPring complaints should be incorporated Iin
the 1raft covearnt. . ThoJright o7 thr ndividusl to vetit? ‘on shoull bo en-
bodiei‘in a gennrate orotocnl. iﬁ seewnd to her that the LeYanese amendment
(& /on, l'/1}62 elivek the e Totemze:  the wie eht to cone T ointe Lould be
granted on]y to soue non~"o"ernmeﬂia‘ ornganiz qbaons qrecfchnL]v recognized
for thet nurnose by the Tieonomic and Sosial Gouricdl. The Council had &
meJorlty of demncratlic Surtes asc that 1t nrﬁnwwsowy -ould not res 0aNLZe any
nen-=govermrental organi a*iors Jilkely to cb1£c sach a rizht systemetically.
The soluiion Fugfested by the United miﬂ uOU “0“r0~eatku-va scemed tantomount
to throwing out the uhild with the bath.

3h Mr, CASSIN (Irﬂnce) thontht that the Penigh pronosel van o wost

oglcal and —urely nroneﬂural suggection, I It vewe adopteld 5t would oo e

cvery member Trec to move amendmente,

/35, Mr. SORLNSON



B /0T, 4/SR 178
Fane O g

35. Mr. SORENSON (Denmark) wished to explain in more detell the nature
of, end the reasons for, his suggestioﬁ. Tt seemed tn hin that the queation
of vrinciple was complicated and not 1imited to the two alternmativos of srant-
int the rizht to bring complaints, to States alone,'br to others o7 well:
intermedinte poreibilities also axisted. In the civcumsbances it ccoonmed to
him that a solution could more easily be found if the Commlssion had before

1t o conrrete vorkinz paver. That wes why he had cugrested that the French
rroposal (E/CN,%4/452) should be regarded as a working wrper.  During the
divcussion of 1t, the questions of principle to vhich the Indlan representative
had referred could be settled. HMe hed not thought of his suggection ag a
by-paseing of the United Strter-Tmlted Kingdom oronosal: he hal thousht that
the latter had boen dcefeated Dy the vobs Lelen eorlier duringy the nresent
mecting, since that vote hai «llninate’ the bnaié‘idea of the Joint proposal
(B/CN . /0hl),

36. Mr, NISOT (Belgiw) counld nol agree with taé Nanish representative.
The vote Jn cuestion had not disposed of the whole of the jolnt nropesal, bub
merely of one of ite pointe. The United Stabeg-United Kinglow nroposal had

o~

been submibted Tirst snd ghoull therefore be taken sg a basis of discussion.

37. fw, THRODCROPOULOS (Greece) sgveod with ths Belgian resresentetive,
Both the United States-United Kingldom end the French wwropomals remained before
the Caralssion, aince the vote taken earlier had wewvely dealt with ono of the
points of the Joint osropomal. Perhays the two nronosnls ~ould be cowbined,

if not entirely. then et least in mart.

38, Mre, MEHTL (India) stoted “hat the toxt owinginelly cubmitted by her
delegation (/137L. nazer U=L7) had not been withdrewn anl was still before
the Comtigsslon, Tt wight verhens be nossible for the suthors of the three
provosals to asree on a texth once o derislion uad besn teken on the ‘ssue of
principle. If, howvevey, the Comnlscion dld nobt Teel that en abstract dis-
cusslon of the mrincivie uag desiyadble, she would vole ILor ﬁh@ Lanish repre=

gentative's procedural suzrestion.

/39. Mr. ORIEE
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2. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguuy ). thoughbrthak the :French text had become the basis
o discucsicn es a result of the voie teken esrlier. _Itvwould_bé 11logical tn
interpret the vote differently,. for the Freach proposai was, based upon the idea
of & permenent organ vhile the:United- States-United Kirgdom proposai was baséd
on the idea of ad boc bodies. -.Ihs Compwission hed decidedin favour of the
former, so tha® the French text constituted the best bugils of discussion. The

authors of the Unlted Kingdowm-United States pronosal could move euwcrduments to

the Fréach text. . He therefors suprorted the Dunish revressntabive's procedural
suggestion,
ko, The CEAIRMAN ruled that the dacision taken sarlier in the meeting hed

no bedring at all upon the lmportant guestions of the structure, functions and
operation of the peruensnt body w be astablishad.

Li, Mr. WHITLAM (Austrelia) thought, like the Greek represcriative, that 1t
might prove possible to reconcile the proposals before * 1 Commlssion.
Comsultation anong the authors might prove fruitful end, if so, sﬁould be
attemnted. The vote on a-permanent body and ed hos bodies hed not been suiir Lo
declsive: 1t might be possible to provide for both in the form of a continuing
panel -- a permsnent body -~ the members of which would constitute themselveé

&d hoc organs from time to time, as required. - If that were done, the ‘
advantages of permensncy end varlability wmicht both he available. At,any rate,
1% would be useful to consider such u ccmpromise.. He feared that if it were
ignored the divergent lines of ap roach would harden, aud ths Commission would
be in on impossible position. To aveold ‘that, he supbor#ed the suggestion that
the representetives of Frence, India, the United Stutes and the United Kingddmv
should consult with a view to mreducing & more or lass agreed toxt for the
Comnission's consideration.

Lo, Mr. BAMADAN (Bgypt) stated thut the question beforaAthe Conmigsion
had three distinet aspects: - (1) Should provision for some impleﬁéntation
mensures be embodied im the draft covenant or in separate protnqols?; .
(2) Should the right to complaints and petitions be.extended to»Stétes,41ndividu-
als and non-governmental orgenizations?; and (3) Should there be = permanent
body or ad hoc orgsna?

. /43, The last
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43, The last question hed already been decided in favour of & permanent
body, so that in that respect only the French idea of a permenen® commission wes

before the meubers.

hh, The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Commission should vete on the following
question: "Shall the Commisgion include in this Covenant some implementotion

measures 7"

45, In reply to a question asked by Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon), the CHATRMAN
confirmed that a decision on that point would not in ary way prejudge the possibi-
lity of including other implementution measures in a separabte protocdl.

The Commissicn unanimously declded t0 include ucme implemsnvatiod mecsuns

in the draft covenant.

46, Mrs . MEHTA (India) said that she had votad for the inclusion of
implementation measures in the draft covenant, but that only a part of the
desireble measures of implementation would be so included. In other words,
their inclusion would not complete the taslk, nnd additional implementation

measures would have to be embodied in a seyarate protocol.

b7, Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon! had been encouraged by the statements of the
representetives of India and Urugusy to malntsin hils amenduens (L CON.4/462).
When he had previously stated that he would consider withdrawing the suggestion
of including in the draft covenant a clause authorizing sowe rationul non-
govermmental organizations to file complaints if a provision to that effect were
included in & separate protocol, he had besn motivated by the thought of inducing
as many States as possible to adhere to the instrument.
48, . To meet various objections, his delegation had successively withdrawn
from itvs original position: it hed withdrewn its suggestion that the right to
petition should be granted to individuals, limiting itself to the suggestion
that it should be accorded to non-governmertal organirzations; 1t had then
further narrowed that ides by suggesting that the right in question should be
granted only to national non-governmental organizations recognized by the State
for thét pUrnose; and it had finelly llmited its suggestion even further until
it had been cast in the form in which i1t presently appeared in document E/CN.4/462.
/In a spirit
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In a spirit of further compromise, he hed indicated the possibility of a
conditicpal withdvewol of the emendment.  Nous -of those conciliatory moves had
led to any!cbnéeésions ob the part of those opposed to the subsiance of -tle
Lebanese amendment. In the circumstances, he felt justified in meinteining ic
amendment a8 it appesred in document E/CN.4/uLE2.

”ug.'. The Tnlted Kingﬂoa TQU“GS(L hative's rewaerks concerndng the war eguinst
the democratic States iere ust withouh force.  He 4id : 105, hoyover, thiluk that
bere fide non-governmentel organizations should be cewrived of a righb which-all
the members of the COmﬁlS”iOﬁ recogaized as desirable, merely bocavce such o

, the body with which

complaints wou’d be Filed could be rélied upon o Jeet uccusnations made in bad

rlght might bp abused b‘ ,;Q“T o"paniz;tionq. Furks

(0

falth as weLl as any fulse’ avcuﬂﬂtions;'so‘+hat the pauitidn ot The demccratic
"Sfates, far frca being weakened, \ould vl*imﬂaelv be strengtheand.

50, In ccnclusion, he wished to thank the representatlves of India end:

Uruvguey for their suprort of his amendmgnt and to ask them whether they would

conslder becomlng comauthors thereor.

Ei. ”be CHAIRMAN said that tn;ee succeseive votss on principle would be
taken: 11rst thet the 1mnlementat1on m¢rh1ngrj should apply to the complainus
of Sbtetes against other Stutes; 'secondly, to LOM\LUlntS by non-governmental .
ovoanlzatlons, chospn on & basis to be determined subsequently; and, thirdly, t-
pntit ons by individuels.

52, Mr‘ CA SIW (Frruan) Guhasized that itwae ¢ quostion.of knowing whethor
those principles wauld be pluueﬁ in the body of the covenant’. . The French
delaggtxon‘h&d elveys beev 1irml JnV‘nced ‘as could be sesn in its initial
.propoési fdr‘artiﬁle 2% d; the meusures of imlementation (E,l3’1, anuex III),
that petitions oug -ht to bs submitted b, organizationa and rivate persons and
“that that r¢ght should be'embodied in' a ‘covenant &g sdon ds possible. It had,
.'ho*ever, been Pomﬂelled to recogﬁnzb ‘thdt the" ‘current objections fo that

propo al such as that advanced o. the United Kingdon representative, might lead
~to dslaey in the completLon cf {h53d$r§é cove nant'-l'a“delny whisch his” delegation

vas wmost anvious to avoid -- unloss o sepurate protacol was drafted to cover thet

/right:
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right. He would be prepared to accent that idea, bqwere~. only provided that
adequate safeguards were given, such as that o%bgymlnihim nunber of ratificasticus
He would, therefore, vote with regret ageainst the Lebanese amendment, solely in
order to expedite the completion of the draft covenant in ite existing form.

The French nosition with regard to the submission of petitions by individuals or

groups would be made clesr in the propossd piotocol,

53, The CHAIRMAN pubt to the vote the guestion of prixcinle that the
-wachinery of implementation should apply to complaints of lautes agalnst other
States.

That principle was adopted unanimously.

5k, The CHAIRMAN called for the vote an the question of principle that that
machihery should also apply to non~governmental organivations.

That principle was rejected by 7 votes to I, with 3 abstentions.

59, The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the question of principle that that
machinery should apply to the petitions of individuels.

That orinciple was rejected by 3 vohes to 3, with 3 abstentions.

56. The CHAIRMAN mgreed with the representatives of Greece and Australia
that the United States and United Kingdom delsgations might be able to find areas
of sgreecment between their provosal (E/CH.4/44L) and that of the French delég&—
tion (E/CN.4/457). There were, however, considerable differences between the
procedures suggested. A consultation between those delegations, together with_
the Indian delegation, might be able to produce a couwpromise text, with |

alternatives indicated where no agreement had been pogsible.

- 57, Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) felt very strongly that the discussion had not yet
reached a stage at which the drafting of a joint compromise proposal would be
desirable. The Chalrman's suggestion raised a question of principle. Long

experience hed shown the great prestige enjoyed by such compromise proposals,

/perticularly
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pwrtncular1j vhen the delepatlons corcern9d were thoge of. the greas Puwers;g
couosialler countries Mclt 2 CPru&LD “eJuutance 1n CHJMlttln" ‘amenduents to the
Moreover, the votes. taken at that, meeting ha& daalt ouly, with matters of
principle; the question .of procedurss remained to be fully debeted. The
principles inveoived needed far mere exuaustive dipcussien in public; the
Chairman’s su~-estion mighf'well urtall the reguisite debate In addition to
curtailiny the sibmiesgicn of amondnenis

53. Furihermore,. the joint text would be a comprouiece text and in it meny

Teatures of the Frenph.proposal might be lest, A muior of dolesntions,
however, bellevsd thaet the French proposal prcvicded %t cbsoluve miniman cof what
was neaded and vighsed to go even further.than it aic, e therefore formally
opposed the Chairmei's suggestion and demanded the continuance of the debate at
the following meeting. The delegntions coneerned would bte free to ccnsult on

& compromise text after the subject had been fully debated «t that meeling,

59, - Miss BCWIEL (Tnited Kingdom) supported the U mzuayen ri~ oobati,
proposal, A great deel of pimo.wauld_be required to wori out the propossd
coroonise tors) delcgaﬁicns other then the, gocnacrs. of the pirovasals would.
wish to join in ihe consultation; .the rezult would unerely be an:informal-anﬁ
lengthy discussicn of matters which might'bettef be debated ih public by the
rull Cemmission.

AO. ir, CAUSIN (France) ngrecd that there would not be adequate time to

prepare 2 SltluLaCtOT] worilng poner, even If the proposed -coasultation were

substituted for the followins meecing.,  Difficulties of tremslaticn would

vndeubtedly be ¢reountered (nd thure nisht rob b enough .z yu. the text to be
printed and distribut@d. Furthe:more, eny gich texi. should be.regarded-ac a

vorking naper, not as & Jolnt prodesal spongorced by the fauwr dclerations concerued,

51, ~ Mr. AZKOUL (Lebancn) agreed with ths French represertative.  Moreover,
the texts might be altered and mevbers of the Comission vwould requirs time to -
gtudy thcm before they discussed ths nsow text. Ee cuguesied thut the repregenta-
tive of Denmark, ns an expert in international law, might wish to give the

delegations concerned the benefit of his advice.

42 . The CHATRMAN
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62, The CHAIRMAN agsvrod the Urugunyén repregentative that roither the
right to submit amendments nor the debale would te curtailed. The deisgations
concerned would inerecly seek any areos of agrecment between their vrorosals and
would submit alternative drafts for points on which no agreemsut cowid be reached.
The resulting text would be a workiug paver rather thap a formal Jjoint proposal.
If no agrecement wes reached, the Cormission would s$ill have the ciiginal
proposals before it es the basis for further debate. The Belzian representative

might wish to join in the comsultation.

63, Mr. SORENSON (Denmerk) aand Mr, WISOT (Bel;<'ri) thought {that omly *he
authors of the proposals before the Commisslon should me. . in consultation, as
several other representatives might alsc wish to attend. The worling groun

should be small and informal.

64, Mr. NI3OT (Belgium) could not asree with the Uruguayan represeutetive;
- it was unprecedented for delegaticas to o:ioct to congultation among other
delegations. He amresed with the French vepresentative that time would be
required for the preparation of the proposed Joint comprowlse text and proposed
that the Commission should postuens its next meeting and request the four
dalegstions concerned to mest and stbalt a working vaper, wich ¢liernatlve

drefts where necessary, to the Commission,

65. Mr. TSAO {China) observed that the working proup would not be a formal
drafting sub-comiittee, so that it was oven to any representative vho wished
to attend to do so. The vote should be tekcen simply on the question whether |

the Commission wizhed to meet on that afteracon.

46, The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the purpese of the proposed consultation
wag the production of a basic working paper. All the decisions talwwn hithorto
hed been decisions on principle, not on texts, Votes on nrinciple, however,
settled nothing; the debate wonld insvitably be reocvened when ¢ defirite text
was submlitted to the Commisgion. The longer the deluy Lefore o text was
discussed, the longer would be the discussion on that text, The sole reason

for her proposal was to avoid such delay &nd the duplication of debate.

/67, Mr. AZKOUL
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67, Mr. AZYOUL “(Levancr) sald that ths vote should be taken in the form
suggested by the -(hinese representasivae ia order vhet ths Cﬁﬂﬂi3&¢0ﬂ.shuﬂlﬁ ot

be cormmitied to definite approval of the propossd cogpuliasion,

64, Mr. ORIBE (Urugley) proposed thdt the full @ebate shohd e ooy loisd
that afternuon's neating.

That nroncsal wos rejestod by 8 yvobes to 6.

9. The CHASRMAN called for a vote on the Chineze reprasentative's proposal

thot the Commission should not mset that afternanu.

That proposal wes adortsd by 8 voteg Yo 5, wiy I ghglaation,
70, Miss BOWIZ (United Kingdom) remarked that .the French and Unlted

Kingdom delegations had voted against the Chinese wo iresartative’s praposal,

TL. © Mr. SORENSON (Denmark}, to meet an cbjoctign by the Usugueyan
representative, nropcsad that the Comuissicn should ask the United Ki“gdom,
- United States, French and Indian delegutions to mest and work out a conpromlse

proposal to the broadeat extent nozsible and submlt it to the 5ommiqsion.

That prongsal wes adophad by 9 vetes to 2, with 3 ab»te1tnansu

T2, Mr. CORIEE (Uruuu ) explained thet be had voted agaiaat'the Danish

plrobosal as he believed 1t to be very dangercus at that stars, t&*wv 36 Meny

delegaticons thought that it might be difficult to submit cume udenta to the

- compremlse proposal and because they desired a more exhaustive debate.

T3, The CHAIRMAN reassured the UruwuaJvn “ep“eaentatlve, delegafioné would
8till be at porfect liberty to submit amendiments and there would be no curtail-
mert of the debate.

The ueeting rose at 1,15 p....
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